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Abstract

Answer set programming (ASP) is a logic programming paradigm that
can be used to solve complex combinatorial search problems.Aggregates are
an ASP construct that plays an important role in many applications. Defining
a satisfactory semantics of aggregates turned out to be a difficult problem,
and in this paper we propose a new approach, based on an analogy between
aggregates and propositional connectives. First, we extend the definition of
an answer set/stable model to cover arbitrary propositional theories; then we
define aggregates on top of them both as primitive constructsand as abbrevi-
ations for formulas. Our definition of an aggregate combinesexpressiveness
and simplicity, and it inherits many theorems about programs with nested
expressions, such as theorems about strong equivalence andsplitting.

1 Introduction

Answer set programming (ASP) is a logic programming paradigm that can be used
to solve complex combinatorial search problems ([Marek and Truszczyński, 1999]), ([Niemelä, 1999]).
ASP is based on the stable model semantics[Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1988] for logic
programs: programming in ASP consists in writing a logic program whose sta-
ble models (also called answer sets) represent the solutionto our problem. ASP
has been used, for instance, in planning[Dimopouloset al., 1997; Lifschitz, 1999],
model checking[Liu et al., 1998; Heljanko and Niemelä, 2001], product configu-
ration[Soininen and Niemelä, 1998], logical cryptanalysis[Hietalahtiet al., 2000],
workflow specification[Trajcevskiet al., 2000; Koksalet al., 2001], reasoning about
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policies[Son and Lobo, 2001], wire routing problems[Erdemet al., 2000] and phy-
logeny reconstruction problems[Erdemet al., 2003].

The stable models of a logic program are found by systems calledanswer set
solvers. Answer set solvers can be considered the equivalent of SAT solvers —
systems used to find the models of propositional formulas — inlogic programming.
On the other hand, it is much easier to express, in logic programming, recursive
definitions (such as reachability in a graph) and defaults. Several answer set solvers
have been developed so far, withSMODELS1 and DLV 2 among the most popular.
As in the case of SAT solvers, answer set solver competitions— where answer set
solvers are compared to each others in terms of performance —are planned to be
held regularly.3

An important construct in ASP are aggregates. Aggregates allow, for instance,
to perform set operations such as counting the number of atoms in a set that are true,
or summing weights the weights of the atoms that are true. We can, for instance,
express that a node in a graph has exactly one color by the following cardinality
constraint:

1 ≤ {c(node, color1), . . . , c(node, colorm)} ≤ 1.

As another example, a weight constraint of the form

3 ≤ {p = 1, q = 2, r = 3} (1)

intuitively says that the sum of the weights (the numbers after the “=” sign) of the
atoms from the listp, q, r that are true is at least 3.

Aggregates are a hot topic in ASP not only because of their importance, but also
because there is no standard understanding of the concept ofan aggregate. In fact,
different answer set solvers implement different definitions of aggregates: for in-
stance,SMODELS implements cardinality and weight constraints[Niemelä and Simons, 2000],
while DLV implements aggregates as defined by Faber, Leone and Pfeifer(2005)
(we call them FLP-aggregates). Unfortunately, constructsthat are intuitively equiv-
alent to each other may actually lead to different stable models. In some sense, no
current definition of an aggregate can be considered fully satisfactory, as each of
them seems to have properties that look unintuitive. For instance, it is somehow
puzzling that, as noticed in[Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2005b], weight constraints

0 ≤ {p = 2, p = −1} and 0 ≤ {p = 1}

are semantically different from each other (may lead to different stable models).
Part of this problem is probably related to the lack of mathematical tools for study-

1http://www.tcs.hut.fi/Software/smodels/
2http://www.dbai.tuwien.ac.at/proj/dlv/
3http://asparagus.cs.uni-potsdam.de/contest/
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"propositional" extensions
(application oriented)(theory oriented)

PDB−aggregates
[Pelov et al., 2003]

FLP−aggregates
[Faber et al., 2004]

[Lifschitz et al.,1999]
Nested Expressions

[Gelfond and Lifchitz, 1988]
Traditional programs

[Niemelä and Simons, 2000]
Cardinality and weight constraints

Disjunctive
[Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1991]

extensions with aggregates

Figure 1: Evolution of the stable model semantics.

ing properties of programs with aggregates, in particular for reasoning about the
correctness of programs with aggregates.

This paper addresses the problems of aggregates mentioned above by (i) giving
a new semantics of aggregates that, we argue, is more satisfactory than the existing
alternatives, and (ii) providing tools for studying properties of logic programs with
aggregates.

Our approach is based on a relationship between two directions of research on
extending the stable model semantics: the work on aggregates, mentioned above,
and the work on “propositional extensions” (see Figure 1). The latter makes the
syntax of rules more and more similar to the syntax of propositional formulas.
In disjunctive programs, the head of each rule is a (possiblyempty) disjunction
of atoms, while in programs with nested expressions the headand body of each
rule can be any arbitrary formula built with connectives AND, OR and NOT. For
instance,

¬(p ∨ ¬q)← p ∨ ¬¬r

is a rule with nested expressions. Programs with nested expressions are quite at-
tractive especially relative to point (ii) above, because many theorems about prop-
erties of logic programs have been proved for programs of this kind. For instance,
the splitting set theorem[Lifschitz and Turner, 1994; Erdoğan and Lifschitz, 2004]
simplifies the task of computing the stable models of a program/theory by breaking
it into two parts. Work on strong equivalence[Lifschitz et al., 2001] allows us to
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PDB−aggregates
[Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1991]

Disjunctive

Cardinality and weight constraints
[Niemelä and Simons, 2000]

Traditional programs
[Gelfond and Lifchitz, 1988]

Nested Expressions
[Lifschitz et al.,1999]

Propositional Formulas

New Aggregates

[Faber et al., 2004]
FLP−aggregates

[Pelov et al., 2003]

Figure 2: The proposed extensions

modify a program/theory with the guarantee that stable models are preserved (more
details in Section 2.4).

Nested expressions have already been used to express aggregates:[Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2005b]
showed that each weight constraint can be replaced by a nested expressions, pre-
serving its stable models. As a consequence, theorems aboutnested expressions
can be used for programs with weight constraints. It turns out, however, that nested
expressions are not sufficiently general for defining a semantics for aggregates that
overcomes the unintuitive features of the existing approaches. For this reason, we
extend the syntax of rules with nested expressions, allowing implication in every
part of a “rule”, and not only as the outermost connective. (We understand a rule
as an implication from the body to the head). A “rule” is then an arbitrary proposi-
tional formula, and a program an arbitrary propositional theory. Our new definition
of a stable model, like all the other definitions, is based on the process of construct-
ing a reduct. The process that we use looks very different from all the others, and
in particular for programs with nested expressions. Nevertheless, it turns out that
in application to programs with nested expressions, our definition is equivalent to
the one from[Lifschitz et al., 1999]. This new definition of a stable model also
turns out to closely related to equilibrium logic[Pearce, 1997], a logic based on
the concept of a Kripke-model in the logic of here-and-there. Also, we will show
that many theorems about programs with nested expressions extend to arbitrary
propositional theories.
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On top of arbitrary propositional formulas, we give our definition of an ag-
gregate. Our extension of the semantics to aggregates treats aggregates in a way
similar to propositional connectives. Aggregates can be viewed either as primitive
constructs or as abbreviations for propositional formulas; both approaches lead to
the same concept of a stable model. The second view is important because it allows
us to use theorems about stable models of propositional formulas in the presence of
aggregates. As an example of application of such theorems, we use them to prove
the correctness of an ASP program with aggregates that encodes a combinatorial
auction problem.

Syntactically, our aggregates can occur in any part of a formula, even nested
inside each other. (The idea of “nested aggregates” is not completely new, as the
proof of Theorem 3(a) in[Ferraris, 2007] involves “nested weight constraints”.)
In our definition of an aggregate we can have, in the same program/theory, many
other kinds of constructs, such as choice rules and disjunction in the head, while
other definitions allow only a subset of them. Our aggregatesseems not to exibit
the unintuitive behaviours of other definitions of aggregates.

It also turns out that a minor syntactical modification of programs with FLP-
aggregates allows us to view them as a special kind of our aggregates. (The new
picture of extensions is shown in Figure 2.) Consequently, we also have a “propo-
sitional” representation of FLP-aggregates. We use this fact to compare them with
other aggregates that have a characterization in terms of nested expressions. (As
we said,[Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2005b] showed that weight constraints can be ex-
pressed as nested expressions, and also[Pelovet al., 2003] implicitly defined PDB-
aggregates in terms of nested expressions.) We will show that all characteriza-
tions of aggregates are essentially equivalent to each other when the aggregates are
monotone or antimonotone and without negation, while thereare differences in the
other cases.4

The paper is divided into three main parts. We start, in the next section, with
the new definition of a stable model for propositional theories, their properties and
comparisons with previous definitions of stable models and equilibrium logic. In
Section 3 we present our aggregates, their properties and the comparisons with
other definitions of aggregates. Section 4 contains all proofs for the theorems of
this paper. The paper ends with the conclusions in Section 5.

Preliminary reports on some results of this paper were published in[Ferraris, 2005].

4The important role of monotonicity in aggregates has already been shown, for instance,
in [Faberet al., 2004].
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2 Stable models of propositional theories

2.1 Definition

Usually, in logic programming, variables are allowed. As inmost definitions of
a stable model, we assume that the variables have been replaced by constants in
a process called “grounding” (see, for instance,[Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1988]), so
that we can consider the signature to be essentially propositional.

(Propositional) formulasare built from atoms and the 0-place connective⊥
(false), using the connectives∧, ∨ and→. Even if our definition of a stable model
below applies to formulas with all propositional connectives, we will consider⊤
as an abbreviation for⊥ → ⊥, a formula¬F as an abbreviation forF → ⊥ and
F ↔ G as an abbreviation for(F → G) ∧ (G → F ). This will keep notation for
other sections simpler. It can be shown that these abbreviations perfectly capture
the meaning of⊤,¬ and↔ as primitive connectives in the stable model semantics.

A (propositional) theoryis a set of formulas. As usual in logic programming,
truth assignments will be viewed as sets of atoms; we will writeX |= F to express
that a setX of atoms satisfies a formulaF , and similarly for theories.

An implicationF → G can be also written as a “rule”G ← F , so that tradi-
tional programs, disjunctive programs and programs with nested expressions (re-
viewed in Section 2.2) can be seen as special cases of propositional theories.5

We will now define when a setX of atoms is a stable model of a propositional
theoryΓ. For the rest of the sectionX denotes a set of atoms.

The reductFX of a propositional formulaF relative toX is obtained from
F by replacing each maximal subformula not satisfied byX with ⊥. That is,
recursively,

• ⊥X = ⊥;

• for every atoma, if X |= a thenaX is a, otherwise it is⊥; and

• for every formulasF andG and any binary connective⊗, if X |= F ⊗ G

then(F ⊗G)X is FX ⊗GX , otherwise it is⊥.

This definition of reduct is similar to a transformation proposed in[Osorioet al., 2004,
Section 4.2].

5Traditionally, conjunction is represented in a logic program by a comma, disjunction by a semi-
colon, and negation as failure asnot.
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For instance, ifX containsp but notq then

(p← ¬q)X = (p← (q → ⊥))X = p← (⊥ → ⊥) = p← ⊤

(q ← ¬p)X = (q ← (p→ ⊥))X = ⊥ ← ⊥

((p→ q) ∨ (q → p))X = ⊥ ∨ (⊥ → p)

(2)

The reductΓX of a propositional theoryΓ relative toX is {FX : F ∈ Γ}. A
setX of atoms is astable modelof Γ if X is a minimal set satisfyingΓX .

For instance, letΓ be the theory consisting of

p← ¬q

q ← ¬p
(3)

TheoryΓ is actually a traditional program, a logic program in the sense of[Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1988]
(more details in the next section). Set{p} is a stable model ofΓ; indeed, by look-
ing at the first two lines of (2) we can see thatΓ{p} is {p ← ⊤,⊥ ← ⊥}, which is
satisfied by{p} but not by its unique proper subset∅. It is easy to verify that{q}
is the only other stable model ofΓ. Similarly, it is not difficult to see that{p} is
the only stable model of the theory

(p→ q) ∨ (q → p)

p
(4)

(The reduct relative to{p} is {⊥ ∨ (⊥ → p), p}).
As the name suggests, a stable model of a propositional theory Γ is a model —

in the sense of classical logic — ofΓ. Indeed, it follows from the easily verifiable
fact that, for each setX of atoms,X |= ΓX iff X |= Γ. On the other hand, formulas
that are equivalent in classical logic may have different stable models: for instance,
{¬¬p} has no stable models, while{p} has stable model{p}. Proposition 5 below
will give some characterizations of transformations that preserves stable models.
Notice that classically equivalent transformations can beapplied to the reduct of a
theory, as the sets of atoms that are minimal don’t change.

Finally, a note about a second kind of negation in propositional theories. In
[Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2005a, Section 3.9], atoms were divided into two groups:
“positive” and “negative”, so that each negative atom has the form∼a, wherea is
a positive atom. Symbol∼ is called “strong negation”, to distinguish it from the
connective¬, which is callednegation as failure.6 In presence of strong negation,

6Strong negation was introduced in the syntax of logic programs in[Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1991].
In that paper, it was called “classical negation” and treated not as a part of an atom, but rather as a
logical operator.
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kind of rule syntax

traditional a← l1 ∧ · · · ∧ ln
disjunctive a1 ∨ · · · ∨ am ← l1 ∧ · · · ∧ ln

with nested expressionsF ← G (F andG are nested expressions)

Figure 3: Syntax of “propositional” logic programs. Eacha, a1, . . . , am (m ≥ 0)
denotes an atom, and eachl1, . . . , ln (n ≥ 0) a literal — an atom possibly prefixed
by ¬. A nested expressionis any formula that contains no implications other than
negations or⊤.

the stable model semantics says that only sets of atoms that don’t contain both
atomsa and∼a can be stable models. For simplicity, we will make no distinctions
between positive and negative atoms, considering that we can remove the sets of
atoms containing any pair of atomsa andb from the stable models of a theory by
adding a formula¬(a ∧ b) to the theory. (See Proposition 7).

2.2 Relationship with previous definitions of a stable model

As mentioned in the introduction, a propositional theory isthe extension of tradi-
tional programs[Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1988], disjunctive programs[Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1991]
and programs with nested expressions[Lifschitz et al., 1999] (see Figure 2). We
want to compare the definition of a stable model from the previous section with the
definitions in the three papers cited above.

The syntax of atraditional rule, disjunctive ruleandrule with nested expres-
sionsare shown in Figure 3. We understand an empty conjunction as⊤ and an
empty disjunction as⊥, so that traditional and disjunctive rules are also rules with
nested expressions. The part before and after the arrow← are called theheadand
thebodyof the rule, respectively. When the body is empty (or⊤), we can denote
the whole rule by its head. Alogic program is a set of rules. If all rules in a
logic program are traditional then we say that the program istraditional too, and
similarly for the other two kinds of rules.

For instance, (3) is a traditional program as well as a disjunctive program and
a program with nested expressions. On the other hand, (4) is not a logic program
of any of those kinds, because of the first formula that contains implications nested
in a disjunction.

For all kinds of programs described above, the definition of astable model
is similar to ours for propositional theories: to check whether a setX of atoms
is a stable model of a programΠ, we (i) compute the reduct ofΠ relative to
X, and (ii) verify if X is a minimal model of such reduct. On the other hand,
the way in which the reduct is computed is different. We consider the definition

8



from [Lifschitz et al., 1999], as the definitions from[Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1988,
1991] are essentially its special cases.

The reductΠX of a programΠ with nested expressions relative to a setX of
atoms is the result of replacing, in each rule ofΠ, each maximal subformula of the
form ¬F with ⊤ if X |= ¬F , and with⊥ otherwise. SetX is astable modelof Π
if it is a minimal model ofΠX . 7

For instance, ifΠ is (3) then the reductΠ{p} is

p← ⊤

q ← ⊥,

while Π∅ is

p← ⊤

q ← ⊤,

The stable models ofΠ — based on this definition of the reduct — are the same
ones that we computed in the previous section using the newerdefinition of a
reduct: {p} and{q}. On the other hand, there are differences in the value of the
reducts: for instance, we have just seen thatΠ∅ is classically equivalent to{p, q},
while Π∅ = {⊥,⊥}. However, some similarities between these definitions exist.
For instance, negations are treated essentially in the sameway: a nested expression
¬F is transformed into⊥ if X |= F , and into⊤ otherwise, under both definitions
of a reduct.

The following proposition states a more general relationship between the new
definition and the 1999 definition of a reduct.

Proposition 1. For any programΠ with nested expressions and any setX of atoms,
ΠX is equivalent, in the sense of classical logic,

• to⊥, if X 6|= Π, and

• to the program obtained fromΠX by replacing all atoms that do not belong
to X by⊥, otherwise.

Corollary 1. Given two sets of atomsX andY with Y ⊆ X and any programΠ
with nested expressions,Y |= ΠX iff X |= Π andY |= ΠX .

From the corollary above, one of the main claims of this paperfollows, that
our definition of a stable model is an extension of the definition for programs with
nested expressions.

7We underline the setX in Π
X to distinguish this definition of a reduct from the one from the

previous section.
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Proposition 2. For any programΠ with nested expressions, the collections of sta-
ble models ofΠ according to our definition and according to[Lifschitzet al., 1999]
are identical.

2.3 Relationship with Equilibrium Logic

Equilibrium logic[Pearce, 1997, 1999] is defined in terms of Kripke models in the
logic of here-and-there, a logic intermediate between intuitionistic and classical
logic.

The logic of here-and-there is a 3-valued logic, where an interpretation (called
anHT-interpretation) is represented by a pair(X,Y ) of sets of atoms whereX ⊆
Y . Intuitively, atoms inX are considered “true”, atoms not inY are considered
“false”, and all other atoms (that belong toY but notX) are “undefined”.

An HT-interpretation(X,Y ) satisfiesa formulaF (symbolically,(X,Y ) |= F )
based on the following recursive definition (a stands for an atom):

• (X,Y ) |= a iff a ∈ X,

• (X,Y ) 6|= ⊥,

• (X,Y ) |= F ∧G iff (X,Y ) |= F and(X,Y ) |= G,

• (X,Y ) |= F ∨G iff (X,Y ) |= F or (X,Y ) |= G,

• (X,Y ) |= F → G iff (X,Y ) |= F implies (X,Y ) |= G, andY satisfies
F → G in classical logic.

An HT-interpretation(X,Y ) satisfiesa propositional theory if it satisfies all the
elements of the theory. Two formulas areequivalentin the logic of here-and-there
if they are satisfied by the same HT-interpretations.

Equilibrium logic defines when a setX of atoms is an equilibrium model of a
propositional theoryΓ. SetX is an equilibrium modelof Γ if (X,X) |= Γ and,
for all proper subsetsZ of X, (Z,X) 6|= Γ.

A relationship between the concept of a model in the logic of here-and-there,
and satisfaction of the reduct exists.

Proposition 3. For any formulaF and any HT-interpretation(X,Y ), (X,Y ) |= F

iff X |= F Y .

Next proposition compares the concept of an equilibrium model with the new
definition of a stable model.

Proposition 4. For any theory, its models in the sense of equilibrium logic are
identical to its stable models.

10



This proposition offers another way of proving Proposition2, as[Lifschitz et al., 2001]
showed that the equilibrium models of a program with nested expressions are the
stable models of the same program in the sense of[Lifschitz et al., 1999].

2.4 Properties of propositional theories

This section shows how several theorems about logic programs with nested expres-
sions can be extended to propositional theories.

2.4.1 Strong equivalence

Two theoriesΓ1 andΓ2 arestrongly equivalentif, for every theoryΓ, Γ1 ∪ Γ and
Γ2 ∪ Γ have the same stable models.

Proposition 5. For any two theoriesΓ1 andΓ2, the following conditions are equiv-
alent:

(i) Γ1 is strongly equivalent toΓ2,

(ii) Γ1 is equivalent toΓ2 in the logic of here-and-there, and

(iii) for each setX of atoms,ΓX
1 is equivalent toΓX

2 in classical logic.

The equivalence between (i) and (ii) is essentially Lemma 4 from[Lifschitz et al., 2001]
about equilibrium logic. The equivalence between (i) and (iii) is similar to Theo-
rem 1 from[Turner, 2003] about nested expressions, but simpler and more general.
Notice that (iii) cannot be replaced by

(iii’) for each setX of atoms,ΓX
1 is equivalent toΓX

2 in classical logic,

not even whenΓ1 andΓ2 are programs with nested expressions. Indeed,{p← ¬p}
is strongly equivalent to{⊥ ← ¬p}, but{p← ¬p}∅ = {p← ⊤} is not classically
equivalent to{⊥ ← ¬p}∅ = {⊥ ← ⊤}.

Replacing, in a theoryΓ, a (sub)formulaF with a formulaG is guaranteed
to preserve strong equivalence iffF is strongly equivalent toG. Indeed, strong
equivalence betweenF andG is clearly a necessary condition: takeΓ = {F}.
It is also sufficient because — as in classical logic — replacements of formulas
with equivalent formulas in the logic of here-and-there preserves equivalence in
the same logic.

Cabalar and Ferraris [2007] showed that any propositional theory is strongly
equivalent to a logic program with nested expressions. Thatis, a propositional
theory can be seen as a different way of writing a logic program. This shows that
the concept of a stable model for propositional theories is not too different from
the concept of a stable model for a logic program.

11



2.4.2 Other properties

To state several propositions below, we need the following definitions. Recall that
an expression of the form¬F is an abbreviation forF → ⊥, and equivalences
are the conjunction of two opposite implications. An occurrence of an atom in
a formula ispositiveif it is in the antecedent of an even number of implications.
An occurrence isstrictly positiveif such number is 0, andnegativeif it odd.8 For
instance, in a formula(p → r) → q, the occurrences ofp andq are positive, the
one ofr is negative, and the one ofq is strictly positive.

The following proposition is an extension of the property that in each stable
model of a program, each atom occurs in the head of a rule of that program[Lifschitz, 1996,
Section 3.1]. An atom is anhead atomof a theoryΓ if it has a strictly positive oc-
currence inΓ. 9

Proposition 6. Each stable model of a theoryΓ consists of head atoms ofΓ.

A rule is called aconstraintif its head is⊥. In a logic program, adding con-
straints to a programΠ removes the stable models ofΠ that don’t satisfy the con-
straints. A constraint can be seen as a formula of the form¬F , a formula that
doesn’t have head atoms. Next proposition generalizes the property of logic pro-
grams stated above to propositional theories.

Proposition 7. For every two propositional theoriesΓ1 andΓ2 such thatΓ2 has no
head atoms, a setX of atoms is a stable model ofΓ1 ∪ Γ2 iff X is a stable model
of Γ1 andX |= Γ2.

The following two propositions are generalizations of propositions stated in[Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2005b]
in the case of logic programs. We say that an occurrence of an atom is in the scope
of negationwhen it occurs in a formula¬F .

Proposition 8 (Lemma on Explicit Definitions). LetΓ be any propositional theory,
andQ a set of atoms not occurring inΓ. For eachq ∈ Q, let Def(q) be a formula
that doesn’t contain any atoms fromQ. ThenX 7→ X \Q is a 1–1 correspondence
between the stable models ofΓ ∪ {Def(q) → q : q ∈ Q} and the stable models
of Γ.

Proposition 9 (Completion Lemma). Let Γ be any propositional theory, andQ a
set of atoms that have positive occurrences inΓ only in the scope of negation. For
eachq ∈ Q, let Def(q) be a formula such that all negative occurrences of atoms

8The concept of a positive and negative occurrence of an atom should not be confused by the
concept of a “positive” and “negative” atom mentioned at theend of Section 2.1.

9In case of programs with nested expressions, it is easy to check that head atoms are atoms that
occur in the head of a rule outside the scope of negation¬.
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from Q in Def(q) are in the scope of negation. ThenΓ ∪ {Def(q)→ q : q ∈ Q}
andΓ ∪ {Def(q)↔ q : q ∈ Q} have the same stable models.

The following proposition is essentially a generalizationof the splitting set the-
orem from[Lifschitz and Turner, 1994] and[Erdoğan and Lifschitz, 2004], which
allows to break logic programs/propositional theories into parts and compute the
stable models separately. A formulation of this theorem hasalso been stated
in [Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2005a] in the special case of theories consisting of a sin-
gle formula.

Proposition 10 (Splitting Set Theorem). Let Γ1 andΓ2 be two theories such that
no atom occurring inΓ1 is a head atom ofΓ2. LetS be a set of atoms containing
all head atoms ofΓ1 but no head atoms ofΓ2. A setX of atoms is a stable model of
Γ1 ∪Γ2 iff X ∩S is a stable model ofΓ1 andX is a stable model of(X ∩S)∪Γ2.

2.5 Computational complexity

Since the concept of a stable model is equivalent to the concept of an equilib-
rium model, checking the existence of a stable model of a propositional theory
is a ΣP

2 -complete problem as for equilibrium models[Pearceet al., 2001]. No-
tice that the existence of a stable model of a disjunctive program is alreadyΣP

2 -
hard[Eiter and Gottlob, 1993, Corollary 3.8].

The existence of a stable model for a traditional program is aNP-complete
problem [Marek and Truszczyński, 1991]. The same holds, more generally, for
logic programs with nested expressions where the head of each rule is an atom or
⊥. (We call programs of this kindnondisjunctive). We may wonder if the same
property holds for arbitrary sets of formulas of the formF → a andF → ⊥. The
answer is negative: the following lemma shows that as soon aswe allow implica-
tions in formulasF then we have the same expressivity — and then complexity —
as disjunctive rules.

Lemma 1. Rule
l1 ∧ · · · ∧ lm → a1 ∨ · · · ∨ an

(n > 0,m ≥ 0) wherea1, . . . , an are atoms andl1, . . . , lm are literals, is strongly
equivalent to the set ofn implications(i = 1, . . . , n)

(l1 ∧ · · · ∧ lm ∧ (a1 → ai) ∧ · · · ∧ (an → ai))→ ai. (5)

Proposition 11. The problem of the existence of a stable model of a theory con-
sisting of formulas of the formF → a andF → ⊥ is ΣP

2 -complete.
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We will see, in Section 3.5, that the conjunctive terms in theantecedent of (5)
can equivalently be replaced by aggregates of a simple kind,thus showing that al-
lowing aggregates in nondisjunctive programs increases their computational com-
plexity.

3 Aggregates

3.1 Syntax and semantics

A formula with aggregatesis defined recursively as follows:

• atoms and⊥ are formulas with aggregates10,

• propositional combinations of formulas with aggregates are formulas with
aggregates, and

• any expression of the form

op〈{F1 = w1, . . . , Fn = wn}〉 ≺ N (6)

where

– op is (a symbol for) a function from multisets of real numbers toR ∪
{−∞,+∞} (such as sum, product, min, max, etc.),

– F1, . . . , Fn are formulas with aggregates, andw1, . . . , wn are (symbols
for) real numbers (“weights”),

– ≺ is (a symbol for) a binary relation between real numbers, such as≤
and=, and

– N is (a symbol for) a real number,

is a formula with aggregates.

A theory with aggregatesis a set of formulas with aggregates. A formula of the
form (6) is called anaggregate.

The intuitive meaning of an aggregate is explained by the following clause,
which extends the definition of satisfaction of propositional formulas to arbitrary
formulas with aggregates. For any aggregate (6) and any setX of atoms, letWX

be the multisetW consisting of the weightswi (1 ≤ i ≤ n) such thatX |= Fi; we
say thatX satisfies(6) if op(WX) ≺ N . For instance,

sum〈{p = 1, q = 1}〉 6= 1 (7)

10Recall that⊤ is an abbreviation for⊥ → ⊥
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is satisfied by the sets of atoms that satisfy bothp andq or none of them.
As usual, we say thatX satisfies a theoryΓ with aggregates ifX satisfies all

formulas inΓ. We extend the concept of classical equivalence to formulas/theories
with aggregates.

We extend the definition of a stable models of propositional theories (Section 2)
to cover aggregates, in a very natural way. LetX be a set of atoms. ThereductFX

of a formulaF with aggregates relative toX is again the result of replacing each
maximal formula not satisfied byX with ⊥. That is, it is sufficient to add a clause
relative to aggregates to the recursive definition of a reduct: for an aggregateA of
the form (6),

AX =

{

op〈{FX
1 = w1, . . . , F

X
n = wn}〉 ≺ N, if X |= A,

⊥, otherwise.

This is similar to the clause for binary connectives:

(F ⊗G)X =

{

FX ⊗GX , if X |= F ⊗G,

⊥, otherwise.

The rest of the definition of a stable model remains the same: thereductΓX of
a theoryΓ with aggregates is{FX : F ∈ Γ}, andX is astable modelof Γ if X is
a minimal model ofΓX .

Consider, for instance, the theoryΓ consisting of one formula

sum〈{p = −1, q = 1}〉 ≥ 0→ q. (8)

Set{q} is a stable model ofΓ. Indeed, since both the antecedent and consequent
of (8) are satisfied by{q}, Γ{q} is

sum〈{⊥ = −1, q = 1}〉 ≥ 0→ q.

The antecedent of the implication above is satisfied by everyset of atoms, so the
whole formula is equivalent toq. Consequently,{q} is the minimal model ofΓ{q},
and then a stable model ofΓ.

3.2 Aggregates as Propositional Formulas

A formula/theory with aggregates can also be seen as a normalpropositional for-
mula/theory, by identifying (6) with the formula

∧

I⊆{1,...,n} : op({wi : i∈I})6≺N

((

∧

i∈I

Fi

)

→
(

∨

i∈I

Fi

))

, (9)
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whereI stands for{1, . . . , n} \ I, and 6≺ is the negation of≺.
For instance, if we consider aggregate (7), the conjunctiveterms in (9) cor-

respond to the cases when the sum of weights is 1, that is, whenI = {1} and
I = {2}. The two implications areq → p andp→ q respectively, so that (7) is

(q → p) ∧ (p→ q). (10)

Similarly,
sum〈{p = 1, q = 1}〉 = 1 (11)

is
(p ∨ q) ∧ ¬(p ∧ q). (12)

Even though (11) can be seen as the negation of (7), the negation of (12) is not
strongly equivalent to (10) (although they are classicallyequivalent). This shows
that it is generally incorrect to “move” a negation from a binary relation symbol
(such as6=) in front of the aggregate as the unary connective¬, and vice versa.

Next proposition shows that this understanding of aggregates as propositional
formulas is equivalent to the semantics for theories with aggregates of the previous
section. Two formulas with aggregates areclassically equivalentto each other if
they are satisfied by the same sets of atoms.

Proposition 12. Let A be an aggregate of the form (6) and letG be the corre-
sponding formula (9). Then

(a) G is classically equivalent toA, and

(b) for any setX of atoms,GX is classically equivalent toAX .

Treating aggregates as propositional formulas allows us toapply many proper-
ties of propositional theories presented in Section 2.4 to theories with aggregates
also. Consequently, we have the concept of an head atom, of strong equivalence,
we can use the completion lemma and so on. We will use several of those properties
to prove Proposition 14 below. In the rest of the paper we willoften make no dis-
tinctions between the two ways of defining the semantics of aggregates discussed
here.

Notice that replacing, in a theory, an aggregate of the form (6) with a for-
mula that is not strongly equivalent to the corresponding formula (9) may lead
to different stable models. This shows that there is no otherway (modulo strong
equivalence) of representing our aggregates as propositional formulas.
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3.3 Monotone Aggregates

An aggregateop〈{F1 = w1, . . . , Fn = wn}〉 ≺ N is monotoneif, for each pair
of multisetsW1, W2 such thatW1 ⊆ W2 ⊆ {w1, . . . , wn}, op(W2) ≺ N is true
wheneverop(W1) ≺ N is true. The definition of anantimonotoneaggregate is
similar, withW1 ⊆W2 replaced byW2 ⊆W1.

For instance,
sum〈{p = 1, q = 1}〉 > 1 (13)

is monotone, and
sum〈{p = 1, q = 1}〉 < 1. (14)

is antimonotone. An example of an aggregate that is neither monotone nor anti-
monotone is (7).

Proposition 13. For any aggregateop〈{F1 = w1, . . . , Fn = wn}〉 ≺ N , for-
mula (9) is strongly equivalent to

∧

I⊆{1,...,n} : op({wi : i∈I})6≺N

(

∨

i∈I

Fi

)

(15)

if the aggregate is monotone, and to

∧

I⊆{1,...,n} : op({wi : i∈I})6≺N

(

¬
∧

i∈I

Fi

)

(16)

if the aggregate is antimonotone.

In other words, ifop〈S〉 ≺ N is monotone then the antecedents of the impli-
cations in (9) can be dropped. Similarly, in case of antimonotone aggregates, the
consequents of these implications can be replaced by⊥. In both cases, (9) is turned
into a nested expression, ifF1, . . . , Fn are nested expressions.

For instance, aggregate (13) is normally written as formula

(p ∨ q) ∧ (p→ q) ∧ (q → p).

Since the aggregate is monotone, it can also be written, by Proposition 13, as nested
expression

(p ∨ q) ∧ q ∧ p,

which is strongly equivalent toq ∧ p. Similarly, aggregate (14) is normally written
as formula

((p ∧ q)→ ⊥) ∧ (p→ q) ∧ (q → p);
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since the aggregate is nonmonotone, it can also be written asnested expression

¬(p ∧ q) ∧ ¬p ∧ ¬q,

which is strongly equivalent to¬p ∧ ¬q.
On the other hand, if an aggregate is neither monotone nor antimonotone, it

may be not possible to find a nested expression strongly equivalent to (9), even if
F1, . . . , Fn are nested expressions. This is the case for (7). Indeed, theformula (9)
corresponding to (7) is (10), whose reduct relative to{p, q} is (10). Consequently,
by Proposition 5, for any formulaG strongly equivalent to (10),G{p,q} is classi-
cally equivalent to (10). On the other hand, the reduct of nested expressions are
essentially AND-OR combinations of atoms,⊤ and⊥ (negations either become⊥
or⊤ in the reduct), and no formula of this kind is classically equivalent to (10).

In some uses of ASP, aggregates that are neither monotone norantimonotone
are essential, as discussed in the next section.

3.4 Example

We consider the following variation of the combinatorial auction problem[Baral and Uyan, 2001],
which can be naturally formalized using an aggregate that isneither monotone nor
antimonotone.

Joe wants to move to another town and has the problem of removing all his
bulky furniture from his old place. He has received some bids: each bid may be for
one piece or several pieces of furniture, and the amount offered can be negative (if
the value of the pieces is lower than the cost of removing them). A junkyard will
take any object not sold to bidders, for a price. The goal is tofind a collection of
bids for which Joe doesn’t lose money, if there is any.

Assume that there aren bids, denoted by atomsb1, . . . , bn. We express by the
formulas

bi ∨ ¬bi (17)

(1 ≤ i ≤ n) that Joe is free to accept any bid or not. Clearly, Joe cannotaccept two
bids that involve the selling of the same piece of furniture.So, for every such pair
i, j of bids, we include the formula

¬(bi ∧ bj). (18)

Next, we need to express which pieces of the furniture have not been given to
bidders. If there arem objects we can express that an objecti is sold by bidj by
adding the rule

bj → si (19)
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to our theory.
Finally, we need to express that Joe doesn’t lose money by selling his items.

This is done by the aggregate

sum〈{b1 = w1, . . . , bn = wn,¬s1 = −c1, . . . ,¬sm = −cm}〉 ≥ 0, (20)

where eachwi is the amount of money (possibly negative) obtained by accepting
bid i, and eachci is the money requested by the junkyard to remove itemi. Note
that (20) is neither monotone nor antimonotone.

We define asolutionto Joe’s problem as a set of accepted bids such that

(a) the bids involve selling disjoint sets of items, and

(b) the sum of the money earned from the bids is greater than the money spent
giving away the remaining items.

Proposition 14. X 7→ {i : bi ∈ X} is a 1–1 correspondence between the sta-
ble models of the theory consisting of formulas (17)–(20) and a solution to Joe’s
problem.

3.5 Computational Complexity

Since theories with aggregates generalize disjunctive programs, the problem of the
existence of a stable model of a theory with aggregates clearly is ΣP

2 -hard.11 We
need to check in which class of the computational hierarchy this problem belongs.

Even if propositional formulas corresponding to aggregates can be exponen-
tially larger than the original aggregate, it turns out that(by treating aggregates as
primitive constructs) the computation is not harder than for propositional theories.

Proposition 15. If, for every aggregate, computingop(W ) ≺ N requires poly-
nomial time then the existence of a stable model of a theory with aggregates is a
ΣP

2 -complete problem.

For a nondisjunctive program with nested expressions the existence of a stable
model is NP-complete. If we allow nonnested aggregates in the body, for instance
by allowing rules

A1 ∧ · · · ∧An → a

(A1, . . . , An are aggregates anda is an atom or⊥) then the complexity increases to
ΣP

2 . This follows from Lemma 1, since, in (5), each formulali is the propositional

11We are clearly assuming weight not to be arbitrary real numbers but to belong to a countable
subset of real numbers, such as integers of floating point numbers.
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monotone/antimonotone generic anti-chain
aggregates aggregates property

weight constraints NP-complete NP-complete NO
PDB-aggregates NP-complete Σ2

P -complete YES
FLP-aggregates NP-complete Σ2

P -complete YES
our aggregates NP-complete Σ2

P -complete NO

Figure 4: Properties of definitions of programs with aggregates, in the case in
which the head of each rule is an atom. We limit the syntax of our aggregates
to the syntax allowed by the other formalisms. The complexity is relative to the
problem of the existence of a stable model. The anti-chain property holds when no
stable model can be a subset of another one.

representation ofsum〈{li = 1}〉 ≥ 1; similarly, eachaj → ai is the propositional
representation ofsum〈{aj = −1, ai = 1}〉 ≥ 0.

However, if we allow monotone and antimonotone aggregates only — even
nested — in the antecedent, we are in class NP.

Proposition 16. Consider theories with aggregates consisting of formulas of the
form

F → a,

wherea is an atom or⊥, andF contains monotone and antimonotone aggregates
only, no equivalences and no implications other than negations. If, for every ag-
gregate, computingop(W ) ≺ N requires polynomial time then the problem of the
existence of a stable model of theories of this kind is an NP-complete problem.

Similar results have been independently proven in[Calimeriet al., 2005] for
FLP-aggregates.

3.6 Other Formalisms

Figure 4 already shows that there are several differences between the various defi-
nitions of an aggregate. We analyze that more in details in the rest of this section.

3.6.1 Programs with weight constraints

Weight constraints are aggregates defined in[Niemelä and Simons, 2000] and im-
plemented in answer set solverSMODELS. We simplify the syntax of weight con-
straints and of programs with weight constraints for clarity, without reducing its
semantical expressivity.
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Weight constraintsare expressions of the form

N ≤ {l1 = w1, . . . , lm = wm} (21)

and
{l1 = w1, . . . , lm = wm} ≤ N (22)

where

• N is (a symbol for) a real number,

• each ofl1, . . . , ln is a (symbol for) a literal, andw1, . . . , wn are (symbols
for) real numbers.

An example of a weight constraint is (1).
The intuitive meaning of (21) is that the sum of the weightswi for all the li

that are true is not lower thanN . For (22) the sum of weights is not greater than
N . Often,N1 ≤ S andS ≤ N2 are written together asN1 ≤ S ≤ N2. If a weight
w is 1 then the part “= w” is generally omitted. If all weights are 1 then a weight
constraint is called acardinality constraint.

A rule with weight constraintsis an expression of the form

a← C1 ∧ · · · ∧ Cn (23)

wherea is an atom or⊥, andC1, . . . , Cn (n ≥ 0) are weight constraints.
Finally, a program with weight constraintsis a set of rules with weight con-

straints.Rules/programs with cardinality constraintsare rules/programs with weight
constraints containing cardinality constraints only.

Programs with cardinality/weight constraints can be seen as a generalization
of traditional programs, by identifying each literall in the body of each rule with
cardinality constraint1 ≤ {l}.

The definition of a stable model from[Niemelä and Simons, 2000] requires
first the elimination of negative weights from weight constraints. This is done by
replacing each termli = wi wherewi is negative withli = −wi (li is the literal
complementary toli) and increasing the bound by−wi. For instance,

0 ≤ {p = 2, q = −1}

is rewritten as
1 ≤ {p = 2,¬q = 1}.

Then [Niemelä and Simons, 2000] proposes a definition of a reduct and of a
stable model for programs with weight constraints without negative weights. For
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this paper, we prefer showing a translational, equivalent semantics of such pro-
grams from[Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2005b], that consists in replacing each weight
constraintC with a nested expression[C], preserving the stable models of the pro-
gram: ifC is (21) then[C] is (I ⊆ {1, . . . , n})

∨

I : N≤
P

i∈I
wi

(

∧

i∈I

li
)

(24)

and ifC is (22) then[C] is

¬
∨

I : N<
P

i∈I
wi

(

∧

i∈I

li
)

. (25)

It turns out that the way of understanding a weight constraint C of this paper is
not different from[C] when all weights are nonnegative.

Proposition 17. In presence of nonnegative weights only,[N ≤ S] is strongly
equivalent tosum〈S〉 ≥ N , and[S ≤ N ] is strongly equivalent tosum〈S〉 ≤ N .

From this proposition, Propositions 2 and 5 of this paper, and Theorem 1
from [Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2005b] it follows that our concept of an aggregate
captures the concept of weight constraints defined in[Niemelä and Simons, 2000]
when all weights are nonnegative. It also captures the absence of the anti-chain
property of its stable models: for instance,

p← {¬p} ≤ 0

has stable models∅ and{p} in both formalisms.
When we consider negative weights, however, such correspondence doesn’t

hold. For instance,
p← 0 ≤ {p = 2, p = −1}, (26)

according to[Niemelä and Simons, 2000], has no stable models, while

p← sum〈{p = 2, p = −1}〉 ≥ 0 (27)

has stable model∅. An explanation of this difference can be seen in the pre-
processing proposed by[Niemelä and Simons, 2000] that eliminates negative weights.
For us, weight constraint0 ≤ {p = 2, p = −1}, and the result1 ≤ {p = 2,¬p =
1} of eliminating its negative weight, are semantically different.12 Surprisingly,

12The fact that the process of eliminating negative weights issomehow unintuitive was already
mentioned in[Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2005b] with the same example proposed in this section.
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under the semantics of[Niemelä and Simons, 2000], 0 ≤ {p = 2, p = −1} is
different from0 ≤ {p = 1}. In fact,

p← 0 ≤ {p = 1} (28)

has stable model∅, the same of (27), while (26) has none. Notice that summing
weights that are all positive or all negative preserves stable models under both
semantics.

The preliminary step of removing negative weights can be seen as a way of
making weight constraints either monotone or antimonotone. This keeps the prob-
lem of the existence of a stable model in class NP, while we have seen in Section 3.5
that, under our semantics, even simple aggregates with the same intuitive meaning
of 0 ≤ {p = 1, q = −1} bring the same problem to classΣP

2 .

3.6.2 PDB-aggregates

A PDB-aggregateis an expression of the form (6), whereF1, . . . , Fn are literals.
A program with PDB-aggregatesis a set of rules of the form

a← A1 ∧ · · · ∧Am,

wherem ≥ 0, a is an atom andA1, . . . , Am are PDB-aggregates.
As in the case of programs with weight constraints, a programwith PDB-

aggregates is a generalization of a traditional program, byidentifying each literall
in the bodies of traditional programs by aggregatesum〈{l = 1}〉 ≥ 1.

The semantics of[Pelovet al., 2003] for programs with PDB-aggregates is
based on a procedure that transforms programs with such aggregates into tradi-
tional programs.13 The procedure can be seen consisting of two parts. The first
one essentially consists in rewriting each aggregate as a nested expression.14 The
second part “unfolds” each rule into a strongly equivalent set of traditional rules.
For our comparisons, only the first part is needed: each PDB-aggregateA of the
form

op〈{l1 = w1, . . . , ln = wn}〉 ≺ N

is replaced by the following nested expressionAtr

∨

I1,I2:I1⊆I2⊆{1,...,n} and for allI such thatI1 ⊆ I ⊆ I2, op(WI) ≺ N

G(I1,I2)

13A semantics for such aggregates was proposed in[Deneckeret al., 2001], based on the approx-
imation theory[Deneckeret al., 2002]. But the first characterization of PDB-aggregates in terms of
stable models is from[Pelovet al., 2003]. [Sonet al., 2007] independently proposed a similar se-
mantics.

14[Pelovet al., 2003] doesn’t explicitly mention nested expressions.
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whereWI stands for the multiset{wi : i ∈ I}, andG(I1,I2) stands for

∧

i∈I1

li,
∧

i∈{1,...,n}\I2

li.

For instance, for the PDB-aggregateA = sum〈{p = −1, q = 1}〉 ≥ 0, if we
takeF1 = p, F2 = q then the pairs(I1, I2) that “contribute” to the disjunction in
Atr are

(∅, ∅) ({2}, {2}) ({1, 2}, {1, 2}) (∅, {2}) ({2}, {1, 2}).

The corresponding nested expressionsG(I1,I2) are

¬p ∧ ¬q q ∧ ¬p p ∧ q ¬p q.

It can be shown, using strong equivalent transformations (see Proposition 5) that
the disjunction of such nested expressions can be rewrittenas¬p ∨ q.

In case of monotone and antimonotone PDB-aggregates and in the absence of
negation as failure, the semantics of Pelovet al. is equivalent to ours.

Proposition 18. For any monotone or antimonotone PDB-aggregatesA of the
form (6) whereF1, . . . , Fn are atoms,Atr is strongly equivalent to (9).

The claim above is generally not true when either the aggregates are not mono-
tone or antimonotone, or when some formula in the aggregate is a negative lit-
eral. Relatively to aggregates that are neither monotone nor antimonotone, the
semantics of[Pelovet al., 2003] seems to have the same unintuitive behaviour
of [Niemelä and Simons, 2000]: for instance, according to[Pelovet al., 2003], (27)
has no stable models while

p← sum〈{p = 1}〉 ≥ 0

has stable model{p}.
To illustrate the problem with negative literals, considerthe followingΠ:

p← sum〈{q = 1}〉 < 1
q ← ¬p

(29)

andΠ′:
p← sum〈{¬p = 1}〉 < 1
q ← ¬p

(30)

Intuitively, the two programs should have the same stable models. Indeed, the
operation of replacingq with ¬p in the first rule ofΠ should not affect the stable
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models since the second rule “defines”q as¬p: it is the only rule withq in the head.
However, under the semantics of[Pelovet al., 2003], Π has stable model{p} only
andΠ′ has stable model{q} also. Under our semantics, both (29) and (30) have
stable models{p} and{q}.

Note that already the first rule of (30) has different stable models under the two
semantics. Under ours, they are∅ and{p}. According to[Pelovet al., 2003], only
the empty set is a stable model; it couldn’t have both stable models because stable
models as defined in[Pelovet al., 2003] have the anti-chain property.

3.6.3 FLP-aggregates

An FLP-aggregateis an expression of the form (6) where each ofF1, . . . , Fn is
a conjunction of literals. Aprogram with FLP-aggregatesis a set of rules of the
form

a1 ∨ · · · ∨ an ← A1 ∧ · · · ∧Am ∧ ¬Am+1 ∧ · · · ∧ ¬Ap (31)

where n ≥ 0, 0 ≤ m ≤ p, a1, . . . , an are atoms andA1, . . . , Ap are FLP-
aggregates.

A program with FLP-aggregates is a generalization of a disjunctive program,
by identifying each atoma in the bodies of disjunctive rules by aggregatesum〈{a =
1}〉 ≥ 1.

The semantics of[Faberet al., 2004] defines when a set of atoms is a stable
model for a program with FLP-aggregates. The definition of satisfaction of an ag-
gregate is identical to ours. The reduct, however, is computed differently. The
reductΠX of a programΠ with FLP-aggregates relative to a setX of atoms con-
sists of the rules of the form (31) such thatX satisfies its body. SetX is a stable
model forΠ if X is a minimal set satisfyingΠX .

For instance, letΠ be the FLP-program

p← sum〈{p = 2}〉 ≥ 1.

The only stable model ofΠ is the empty set. Indeed, since the empty set doesn’t
satisfy the aggregate,Π∅ = ∅, which has∅ as the unique minimal model; we can

conclude that∅ is a stable model ofΠ. On the other hand,Π
{p}

= Π because{p}

satisfies the aggregate inΠ. Since∅ |= Π, {p} is not a minimal model ofΠ
{p}

and
then it is not a stable model ofΠ.

This definition of a reduct is different from all other definitions of a reduct de-
scribed in this paper (and also from many other definitions),in the sense that it
may leave negation¬ in the body of a rule. For instance, the reduct ofa ← ¬b

relative to{a} is according to those definitions the facta. In the theory of FLP-
aggregates, the reduct doesn’t modify the rule. On the otherhand, this definition
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of a stable model is equivalent to the definition of a stable model in the sense
of [Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1991] (and successive definitions) when applied to dis-
junctive programs.

Next proposition shows a relationship between our concept of an aggregate and
FLP-aggregates. An FLP-program ispositiveif, in each formula (31),p = m.

Next proposition shows that our semantics of aggregates is essentially an ex-
tension of the

Proposition 19. The stable models of a positive FLP-program under our semantics
are identical to its stable models in the sense of[Faberet al., 2004] .

The proposition doesn’t apply to arbitrary FLP-aggregatesas negation has dif-
ferent meanings in the two semantics. In case of[Faberet al., 2004], ¬(op〈S〉 ≺
N) is essentially the same asop〈S〉 6≺ N , while we have seen, in Section 3.2, that
this fact doesn’t always hold in our semantics. The difference in meaning can be
seen in the following example. Program

p←¬q

q ←sum〈{p = 1}〉 ≤ 0
(32)

has two stable models{p} and{q} according to both semantics. However, if we
replaceq in the first rule with the body of the second (q is “defined” assum〈{p =
1}〉 ≤ 0 by the second rule), we get program

p←¬(sum〈{p = 1}〉 ≤ 0)

q ←sum〈{p = 1}〉 ≤ 0,
(33)

which, according to[Faberet al., 2004], has only stable model{q}. We find it
unintuitive.

It is the first rule of (33) that has a different meaning in the two semantics. The
rule alone has different stable models: according to[Faberet al., 2004], its only
stable models is∅. Under our semantics, the stable models are∅ and{p}. As they
don’t have the anti-chain property, there is no program withFLP-aggregates that
has such stable models under[Faberet al., 2004].

As a program with FLP-aggregate can be easily rewritten as a positive program
with FLP-aggregate, our definition of an aggregate essentially generalizes the one
of [Faberet al., 2004].
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4 Proofs

4.1 Proofs of Propositions 3 and 4

Lemma 2. For any formulasF1, . . . , Fn (n ≥ 0), any setX of atoms, and any
connective⊗ ∈ {∨,∧}, (F1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Fn)X is classically equivalent toFX

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗
FX

n .

Proof. Case 1: X |= F1 ∧ · · · ∧ Fn. Then, by the definition of reduct,(F1 ∧ · · · ∧
Fn)X = FX

1 ∧· · ·∧FX
2 . Case 2: X 6|= F1∧· · ·∧Fn. Then(F1⊗· · ·⊗Fn)X = ⊥;

moreover, one ofF1, . . . , Fn is not satisfied byX, so that one ofFX
1 , . . . , FX

n is
⊥. The case of disjunction is similar.

Proposition 3. For any formulaF and any HT-interpretation(X,Y ), (X,Y ) |= F

iff X |= F Y .

Proof. It is sufficient to consider the case whenΓ is a singleton{F}, whereF

contains only connectives∧, ∨,→ and⊥. The proof is by structural induction on
F .

• F is⊥. X 6|= ⊥ and(X,Y ) 6|= ⊥.

• F is an atoma. X |= aY iff Y |= a andX |= a. SinceX ⊆ Y , this means
iff X |= a, which is the condition for which(X,Y ) |= a.

• F has the formG∧H. X |= (G∧H)Y iff X |= GY ∧HY by Lemma 2, and
then iff X |= GY andX |= HY . This is equivalent, by induction hypothesis,
to say that(X,Y ) |= G and(X,Y ) |= H, and then that(X,Y ) |= G ∧H.

• The proof for disjunction is similar to the proof for conjunction.

• F has the formG → H. X |= (G → H)Y iff X |= GY → HY and
Y |= G→ H, and then iff

X |= GY impliesX |= HY , andY |= G→ H.

This is equivalent, by the induction hypothesis, to

(X,Y ) |= G implies(X,Y ) |= H, andY |= G→ H,

which is the definition of(X,Y ) |= G→ H.
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Proposition 4. For any theory, its models in the sense of equilibrium logic are
identical to its stable models.

Proof. A setY of atoms is an equilibrium model ofΓ iff

(Y, Y ) |= Γ and, for all proper subsetsX of Y , (X,Y ) 6|= Γ.

In view of Proposition 3, this is equivalent to the condition

Y |= ΓY and, for all proper subsetsX of Y , X 6|= ΓY .

which means thatY is a stable model ofΓ.

4.2 Proof of Propositions 1 and 2

We first need the recursive definition of reduct for programs with nested expres-
sions from[Lifschitz et al., 1999]. ThereductFX of a nested expressionF rela-
tive to a setX of atoms, as follows:

• aX = a,⊥X = ⊥ and⊤X = ⊤,

• (F ∧G)X = FX ∧GX and(F ∨G)X = FX ∨GX ,

• (¬F )X =

{

⊥ , if X |= F ,

⊤ , otherwise,

Then the reduct(F ← G)X of a rule F ← G with with nested expression is
defined asFX ← GX , and the reductΠX of a program with nested expressions as
the union of the reduct of its rules.

Lemma 3. The reductFX of a nested expressionF is equivalent, in the sense of
classical logic, to the nested expression obtained fromFX by replacing all atoms
that do not belong toX by⊥.

Proof. The proof is by structural induction onF .

• WhenF is⊥ or⊤ thenFX = F = FX .

• For an atoma, aX = a. The claim is immediate.

• Let F be a negation¬G . If X |= G thenFX = ⊥ = FX ; otherwise,
FX = ¬⊥ = ⊤ = FX .

• for F = G ⊗H(⊗ ∈ {∨,∧}), FX is GX ⊗HX , and, by Lemma 2,FX is
equivalent toGX⊗HX . The claim now follows by the induction hypothesis.
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Proposition 1. For any programΠ with nested expressions and any setX of atoms,
ΠX is equivalent, in the sense of classical logic,

• to⊥, if X 6|= Π, and

• to the program obtained fromΠX by replacing all atoms that do not belong
to X by⊥, otherwise.

Proof. If X 6|= Π then clearlyΠX contains⊥. Otherwise,ΠX consists of formulas
FX → GX for each ruleG ← F ∈ Π, and consequently for each ruleGX ←
FX ∈ ΠX . Since eachF andG is a nested expression, the claim is immediate by
Lemma 3.

Proposition 2. For any programΠ with nested expressions, the collection of stable
models ofΠ according to our definition and according to[Lifschitzet al., 1999] are
identical.

Proof. If X 6|= Π then clearlyΠX contains⊥, and alsoX 6|= ΠX (a well-known
property about programs with nested expressions), soX is not a stable model under
either definitions. Otherwise, by Corollary 1, the two reducts are satisfied by the
same subsets ofX. ThenX is a minimal set satisfyingΠX iff it is a minimal set
satisfyingΠX , and, by the definitions of a stable modelsX is a stable model ofΠ
either for both definitions or for none of them.

4.3 Proofs of Propositions 5–7

Proposition 5. For any two theoriesΓ1 andΓ2, the following conditions are equiv-
alent:

(i) Γ1 is strongly equivalent toΓ2,

(ii) Γ1 is equivalent toΓ2 in the logic of here-and-there, and

(iii) for each setX of atoms,ΓX
1 is equivalent toΓX

2 in classical logic.

Proof. We will prove the equivalence between (i) and (ii) and between (ii) and (iii).
We start with the former. Lemma 4 from[Lifschitz et al., 2001] tells that, for any
two theories, the following conditions are equivalent:

(a) for every theoryΓ, theoriesΓ1 ∪ Γ andΓ2 ∪ Γ have the same equilibrium
models, and
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(b) Γ1 is equivalent toΓ2 in the logic of here-and-there.

Condition (b) is identical to (ii). Condition (a) can be rewritten, by Proposition 4,
as

(a′) for every theoryΓ, theoriesΓ1 ∪ Γ andΓ2 ∪ Γ have the same stable models,

which means thatΓ1 is strongly equivalent toΓ2.
It remains to prove the equivalence between (ii) and (iii). TheoryΓ1 is equiva-

lent toΓ2 in the logic of here-and-there iff, for every setY of atoms, the following
condition holds:

for everyX ⊆ Y , (X,Y ) |= Γ1 iff (X,Y ) |= Γ2.

This condition is equivalent, by Proposition 3, to

for everyX ⊆ Y , X |= ΓY
1 iff X |= ΓY

2 .

SinceΓY
1 andΓY

2 contain atoms fromY only (the other atoms are replaced by⊥
in the reduct), this last condition expresses equivalence betweenΓY

1 andΓY
2 .

Lemma 4. For any theoryΓ, let S be a set of atoms that contains all head atoms
of Γ. For any setX of atoms, ifX |= Γ thenX ∩ S |= ΓX .

Proof. It is clearly sufficient to prove the claim forΓ that is a singleton{F}. The
proof is by induction onF .

• If F = ⊥ thenX 6|= F , and the claim is trivial.

• For an atoma, if X |= a thenaX = a, but alsoa ∈ S, so thatX ∩ S |= aX .

• If X |= G ∧ H thenX |= G andX |= H. Consequently, by induction
hypothesis,X ∩ S |= GX andX ∩ S |= HX . It remains to notice that
(G ∧H)X = GX ∧HX .

• The case of disjunction is similar to the case of conjunction.

• If X |= G → H then (G → H)X = GX → HX . Assume thatX ∩
S |= GX . ConsequentlyGX 6= ⊥ and thenX |= G. It follows that, since
X |= G → H, X |= H. SinceS contains all head atoms ofH, the claim
follows by the induction hypothesis.

Lemma 5. For any theoryΓ and any setX of atoms,X |= ΓX iff X |= Γ.

30



Proof. ReductΓX is obtained fromΓ by replacing some subformulas that are not
satisfied byX with ⊥.

Proposition 6. Each stable model of a theoryΓ consists of head atoms ofΓ.

Proof. Consider any theoryΓ, the setS of head atoms ofΓ, and a stable model
X of Γ. By Lemma 5,X |= Γ, so that, by Lemma 4,X ∩ S |= ΓX . Since
X ∩ S ⊆ X and no proper subset ofX satisfiesΓX , it follows thatX ∩ S = X,
and consequently thatX ⊆ S.

Proposition 7. For every two propositional theoriesΓ1 andΓ2 such thatΓ2 has no
head atoms, a setX of atoms is a stable model ofΓ1 ∪ Γ2 iff X is a stable model
of Γ1 andX |= Γ2.

Proof. If X |= Γ2 thenΓX
2 is satisfied by every subset ofX by Lemma 4, so that

(Γ1 ∪ Γ2)
X is classically equivalent toΓX

1 ; then clearlyX is a stable model of
Γ1 ∪ Γ2 iff it is a stable model ofΓ1. Otherwise,ΓX

2 contains⊥, andX cannot be
a stable model ofΓ1 ∪ Γ2.

4.4 Proofs of Propositions 8 and 10

We start with the proof of Proposition 10. Some lemmas are needed.

Lemma 6. If X is a stable model ofΓ thenΓX is equivalent toX.

Proof. Since all atoms that occur inΓX belong toX, it is sufficient to show that
the formulas are satisfied by the same subsets ofX. By the definition of a stable
model, the only subset ofX satisfyingΓX is X.

Lemma 7. LetS be a set of atoms that contains all atoms that occur in a theoryΓ1

but does not contain any head atoms of a theoryΓ2. For any setX of atoms, ifX
is a stable model ofΓ1 ∪ Γ2 thenX ∩ S is a stable model ofΓ1.

Proof. SinceX is a stable model ofΓ1 ∪ Γ2, X |= Γ1, so thatX ∩ S |= Γ1, and,
by Lemma 5,X∩S |= ΓX∩S

1 . It remains to show that no proper subsetY of X∩S

satisfiesΓX∩S
1 . Let S′ be the set of head atoms ofΓ2, and letZ beX ∩ (S′ ∪ Y ).

We will show thatZ has the following properties:

(i) Z ∩ S = Y ;

(ii) Z ⊂ X;

(iii) Z |= ΓX
2 .
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To prove (i), note that sinceS′ is disjoint fromS, andY is a subset ofX ∩ S,

Z ∩ S = X ∩ (S′ ∪ Y ) ∩ S = X ∩ Y ∩ S = (X ∩ S) ∩ Y = Y.

To prove (ii), note that setZ is clearly a subset ofX. It cannot be equal toX,
because otherwise we would have, by (i),

Y = Z ∩ S = X ∩ S;

this is impossible, becauseY is a proper subset ofX ∩ S. Property (iii) follows
from Lemma 4, becauseX |= Γ2, andS′ ∪ Y contains all head atoms ofΓ2.

SinceX is a stable model ofΓ1 ∪ Γ2, from property (ii) we can conclude that
Z 6|= (Γ1 ∪ Γ2)

X . Consequently, by property (iii),Z 6|= ΓX
1 . Since all atoms that

occur inΓ1 belong toS, ΓX
1 = ΓX∩S

1 , so thatZ 6|= ΓX∩S
1 . Since all atoms that

occur inΓX∩S
1 belong toS, it follows thatZ ∩ S 6|= ΓX∩S

1 . By property (i), we
conclude thatY 6|= ΓX∩S

1 .

Proposition 10 (Splitting Set Theorem).Let Γ1 andΓ2 be two theories such that
no atom occurring inΓ1 is a head atom ofΓ2. LetS be a set of atoms containing
all head atoms ofΓ1 but no head atoms ofΓ2. A setX of atoms is a stable model of
Γ1∪Γ2 iff X ∩S is a stable model ofΓ1 andX is a stable model of(X ∩S)∪Γ2.

Proof. We first prove the claim in the case whenS contains all atoms ofΓ1. If
X ∩ S is not a stable model ofΓ1 thenX is not a stable model ofΓ1 ∪ Γ2 by
Lemma 7. Now suppose thatX ∩ S is a stable model ofΓ1. Then, by Lemma 6,
ΓX∩S

1 is equivalent toX ∩ S. Consequently,

(Γ1 ∪ Γ2)
X = ΓX

1 ∪ ΓX
2 = ΓX∩S

1 ∪ ΓX
2 ↔ (X ∩ S) ∪ ΓX

2

= (X ∩ S)X ∪ ΓX
2 =

(

(X ∩ S) ∪ Γ2

)X

We can conclude thatX is a stable model ofΓ1 ∪ Γ2 iff X is a stable model of
Γ2 ∪ (X ∩ S).

The most general case remains. LetS1 be the set of all atoms inΓ1 (the value
of S for which we have already proved the claim). In view of the special case
described above, it is sufficient to show that, for any setS of atoms that respects
the hypothesis conditions,

X ∩ S1 is a stable model ofΓ1 andX is a stable model of(X ∩ S1) ∪ Γ2 (34)

holds iff

X ∩ S is a stable model ofΓ1 andX is a stable model of(X ∩ S) ∪ Γ2. (35)
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Assume (34). SetsS andS1 differ only for sets of atoms that are not head atoms
of Γ1. Consequently, sinceX ∩ S1 is a stable model ofΓ1, it follows from Propo-
sition 6 thatX ∩ S1 = X ∩ S. We can then conclude that (35) follows from (34).
The proof in the opposite direction is similar.

Lemma 8. Let Γ be a theory, and letY andZ be two disjoint sets of atoms such
that no atom ofZ is an head atoms ofΓ. Let Γ′ a theory obtained fromΓ by
replacing occurrences of atoms ofY with ⊤ and occurrences of atoms ofZ with
⊥. ThenΓ ∪ Y andΓ′ ∪ Y have the same stable models.

Proof. Atoms ofZ are not head atoms ofΓ ∪ Y . Consequently, by Proposition 6,
every stable model ofΓ ∪ Y is disjoint fromZ. It follows, by Proposition 7, that
Γ ∪ Y has the same stable models of

Γ ∪ Y ∪ {¬a : a ∈ Z}.

Similarly, Γ′ ∪ Y has the same stable models of

Γ′ ∪ Y ∪ {¬a : a ∈ Z}.

It is a known property that the two theories above are equivalent to each other
in intuitionistic logic, and then in the logic-of-here-and-there. Consequently, by
Proposition 5, they are strongly equivalent to each other, and we can conclude that
they have the same stable models.

Proposition 8. LetΓ be any propositional theory, andQ a set of atoms not occur-
ring in Γ. For eachq ∈ Q, letDef(q) be a formula that doesn’t contain any atoms
from Q. ThenX 7→ X \Q is a 1–1 correspondence between the stable models of
Γ ∪ {Def(q)→ q : q ∈ Q} and the stable models ofΓ.

Proof. Let Γ2 be {Def(q) → q : q ∈ Q}. SinceQ contains all head atoms of
Γ2 but no atom occurring inΓ then, by the splitting set theorem (Proposition 10),
(“s.m.” stands for “a stable model”)

X is s.m. ofΓ ∪ Γ2 iff X \Q is s.m. ofΓ andX is s.m. of(X \Q) ∪ Γ2. (36)

Clearly, if X is a stable model ofΓ ∪ Γ2 thenX \Q is a stable model ofΓ, which
proves one of the two directions of the 1–1 correspondence inthe claim. Now take
any stable modelY of Γ. We need to show that there is exactly one stable model
X of Γ ∪ Γ2 such thatX \Q = Y . In view of (36), it is sufficient to show that

Z = Y ∪ {q ∈ Q : Y |= Def(q)}
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is the only stable modelX of Y ∪ Γ2, and thatZ \Q = Y . This second condition
can be easily verified. Now considerY ∪ Γ2. By Lemma 8,Y ∪ Γ2 has the same
stable models of

Y ∪ {Def(q)′ → q : q ∈ Q},

whereDef(q)′ is obtained fromDef(q) by replacing all occurrences of atoms in
it with ⊤ if the atom replaced belongs toY , and with⊥ otherwise. This theory
can be further simplified into theoryZ. Indeed,Def(q)′ doesn’t contain atoms,
and then it is strongly equivalent to⊤ or ⊥. In particular, ifY |= Def(q) then
Def(q)′ is strongly equivalent to⊤, and thenDef(q)′ → q is strongly equivalent
to q. Otherwise,Def(q)′ is strongly equivalent to⊥, and thenDef(q)′ → q is
strongly equivalent to⊤. As Z is a set of atoms, it is easy to verify that its only
stable model isZ itself.

4.5 Proof of Proposition 9

In order to prove the Completion Lemma, we will need the following lemma.

Lemma 9. Take any two setsX, Y of atoms such thatY ⊆ X. For any formulaF
and any setS of atoms,

(a) if each positive occurrence of an atom fromS in F is in the scope of negation
andY |= FX thenY \ S |= FX , and

(b) if each negative occurrence of an atom fromS in F is in the scope of negation
andY \ S |= FX thenY |= FX .

Proof. • If X 6|= F thenFX = ⊥, and the claim is trivial. This covers the
case in whichF = ⊥.

• If X |= F andF is an atoma then claim (b) holds because ifa ∈ Y \S then
a ∈ Y . For claim (a), ifa 6∈ S anda ∈ Y thena ∈ Y \ S.

• If X |= F and F is a conjunction or a disjunction, the claim is almost
immediate by Lemma 2 and induction hypothesis.

• The case in whichX |= F andF has the formG → H remains. Clearly,
(G → H)X = GX → HX . Case 1. If G → H is a negation (that is,
H = ⊥) then, sinceX |= F , X 6|= GX and thenFX = ⊤, and the claims
clearly follows.Case 2: H 6= ⊥. We describe a proof of claim (a). The proof
for (b) is similar. Assume that no atom fromS has positive occurrences in
G → H outside the scope of the negation, thatY |= GX → HX , and
that Y \ S |= GX . We want to prove thatY \ S |= HX . Notice that no
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atom fromS has negative occurrences inG outside the scope of negation;
consequently, by the induction hypothesis (claim (b)),Y |= GX . On the
other hand,Y |= (G → H)X , so thatY |= HX . Since no atom fromS has
positive occurrences inH outside the scope of negation, we can conclude
thatY \ S |= HX by induction hypothesis (claim (a)).

Proposition 9 (Completion Lemma)Let Γ be any propositional theory, andQ a
set of atoms that have positive occurrences inΓ only in the scope of negation. For
eachq ∈ Q, let Def(q) be a formula such that all negative occurrences of atoms
from Q in Def(q) are in the scope of negation. ThenΓ ∪ {Def(q)→ q : q ∈ Q}
andΓ ∪ {Def(q)↔ q : q ∈ Q} have the same stable models.

Proof. Let Γ1 be Γ ∪ {Def(q) → q : q ∈ Q} and letΓ2 be Γ1 ∪ {q →
Def(q) : q ∈ Q}. We want to prove that a setX of atoms is a stable model
of both theories or for none of them. SinceΓX

1 ⊆ ΓX
2 , ΓX

2 entailsΓX
1 . If the

opposite entailment holds also then we clearly have thatΓX
2 andΓX

1 are satisfied
by the same subsets ofX, and the claim immediately follows. Otherwise, for some
Y ⊆ X, Y 6|= ΓX

2 andY |= ΓX
1 . First of all, that means thatX |= Γ1, so thatΓX

1

is equivalent to
ΓX ∪ {Def(q)X → q : q ∈ Q ∩X}.

Secondly, setY is one of the setsY ′ having the following properties:

(i) Y ′ \Q = Y \Q, and

(ii) Y ′ |= Def(q)X → q for all q ∈ Q ∩X.

Let Z be the intersection of such setsY ′, and let∆ be {q → Def(q)X : q ∈
Q ∩X}. SetZ has the following properties:

(a) Z ⊆ Y ,

(b) Z |= ΓX
1 , and

(c) Z |= ∆.

Indeed, claim (a) holds sinceY is one of the elementsY ′ of the intersection. To
prove (b), first of all, we observe thatZ \ Q = Y \ Q, so that, by (a), there is
a setS ⊆ Q such thatZ = Y \ S; asY |= ΓX andΓ has all positive occur-
rences of atoms fromS ⊆ Q in the scope of negation, it follows thatZ |= ΓX by
Lemma 9(a). It remains to show that, for anyq, if Z |= Def(q)X thenq ∈ Z.
Assume thatZ |= Def(q)X . Then, sinceDef(q) has all negative occurrences of
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atoms fromQ in the scope of negation, and since allY ′ whose intersection generate
Z are superset ofZ with Y ′ \ Z ⊆ Q, all thoseY ′ satisfyDef(q)X by Lemma 9.
By property (ii), we have thatq ∈ Y ′ for all Y ′, and thenq ∈ Z.

It remains to prove claim (c). Take anyq ∈ Z that belongs toQ ∩ X. Set
Y ′ = Z \ {q} satisfies condition (i), but it cannot satisfy (ii), becausesetsY ′

that satisfy (i) and (ii) are supersets ofZ by construction ofZ. Consequently,
Y ′ 6|= Def(q)X . Since all positive occurrences of atomq in Def(q) are in the
scope of negation andY ′ = Z \ {q}, we can conclude thatZ 6|= Def(q)X by
Lemma 9 again.

Now consider two cases. IfX 6|= Γ2 then clearlyX is not a stable model of
Γ2. It is not a stable model ofΓ1 as well. Indeed, sinceX |= Γ1, we have that, for
someq ∈ Q ∩X, X 6|= Def(q). Consequently,Def(q)X = ⊥ and thenX 6|= ∆,
but, sinceZ |= ∆ by (c) andZ ⊆ Y ⊆ X by (a),Z is a proper subset ofX. Since
Z |= ΓX

1 by (b),X is not a stable model ofΓ1.
In the other case (X |= Γ2) it is not hard to see thatΓX

2 is equivalent toΓX
1 ∪∆.

We have thatZ |= ΓX
1 by (b), and thenZ |= ΓX

2 by (c). SinceY 6|= ΓX
2 , Z 6= Y .

On the other hand,Z ⊆ Y ⊆ X by (a). This means thatZ is a proper subset of
X that satisfiesΓX

1 andΓX
2 , and we can conclude thatX is not an stable model of

any ofΓ1 andΓ2.

4.6 Proof of Proposition 11

Lemma 1. Rule
l1 ∧ · · · ∧ lm → a1 ∨ · · · ∨ an (37)

(n > 0,m ≥ 0) wherea1, . . . , an are atoms andl1, . . . , lm are literals, is strongly
equivalent to the set ofn implications(i = 1, . . . , n)

(l1 ∧ · · · ∧ lm ∧ (a1 → ai) ∧ · · · ∧ (an → ai))→ ai. (38)

Proof. Let F be (37) andGi (i = 1, . . . , n) be (38). We want to prove thatF is
strongly equivalent to{G1, . . . , Gn} by showing thatFX is classically equivalent
to {GX

1 , . . . , GX
n }. Let H bel1 ∧ · · · ∧ lm.

Case 1: X 6|= H. Then the antecedents ofF and of allGi are not satisfied
by X. It is then easy to verify that the reducts ofF and of allGi relative toX

are equivalent to⊤. Case 2: X |= H andX 6|= F . Then clearlyFX = ⊥. But,
for eachi, GX

i is ⊥: indeed, sinceX 6|= F , X 6|= ai for all i = 1, . . . , n. It
follows that the consequent of eachGi is not satisfied byX, but the antecedent is
satisfied, becauseX |= H and in each implicationaj → ai in Gi, the antecedent
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is not satisfied.Case 3: X |= H andX |= F . This means that some ofa1, . . . , an

belong toX. Assume, for instance, thata1, . . . , ap (0 < p ≤ n) belong toX,
andap+1, . . . , an don’t. ThenFX is equivalent toHX → (a1 ∨ · · · ∨ ap). Now
consider formulaGi. If i > p then the consequentai is not satisfied byX, but also
the antecedent is not: it contains an implicationa1 → ai; consequentlyGX

i is ⊤.
On the other hand, ifi ≤ p then the consequentai is satisfied byX, as well as each
implication aj → ai in the antecedent ofGi. After a few simplifications, we can
rewriteGX

i as

(HX ∧ (a1 → ai) ∧ · · · ∧ (ap → ai))→ ai.

It is not hard to see that this formula is classically equivalent to

(HX → (a1 ∨ . . . ,∨ap)

which is equivalent toFX , so that the claim easily follows.

Proposition 11. The problem of the existence of a stable model of a theory con-
sisting of formulas of the formF → a andF → ⊥ is ΣP

2 -hard.

Proof. The problem is in classΣP
2 because, as mentioned in Section sec:prop-

compl, the same problem for the (larger) class of arbitrary theories is also in
ΣP

2 [Pearceet al., 2001]. Hardness remains to be proven.
In view of Lemma 1, we can transform a disjunctive program into a theory

consisting of formulas of the formF ← a, with the same stable models and in
polynomial time. Consequently, as the existence of a stablemodel of a disjunctive
program isΣP

2 -hard by[Eiter and Gottlob, 1993], the same holds for theories as in
the statement of this proposition.

4.7 Proof of Propositions 12 and 13

For the proof of these propositions, we define anextended aggregateto be either
an aggregate of the form (6), or⊥. It is easy to see, that, for each aggregateA of
the form (6) and any setX of atoms,AX is an extended aggregate. We also define,
for any extended aggregateA, Â as

• the formula (9) ifA has the form (6), and

• ⊥, otherwise.

Lemma 10. For any extended aggregateA, Â is classically equivalent toA.
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Proof. The caseA = ⊥ is trivial. The remaining case is whenA is an aggregate.
Consider any possible conjunctive termHI (whereI ⊆ {1, . . . , n}) of Â:

(

∧

i∈I

Fi

)

→
(

∨

i∈I

Fi

)

.

For each setX of atoms there is exactly one setI such thatX 6|= HI : the setIX

that consists of thei’s such thatX |= Fi. Consequently, for every setX of atoms,

X |= Â iff HIX
is not a conjunctive term of̂A

iff op({wi : i ∈ IX}) ≺ N

iff op({wi : X |= Fi}) ≺ N

iff X |= A.

Lemma 11. For any aggregateA and any setX of atoms,ÂX is classically equiv-
alent toÂX .

Proof. Case 1: X 6|= A. ThenÂX = ⊥̂ = ⊥. On the other hand, by Lemma 10,
X 6|= Â so thatÂX = ⊥ also. Case 2: X |= A. ThenA is an aggregate, and, by

the definition of a reduct,ÂX is
∧

I⊆{1,...,n} : op({wi : i∈I})6≺N

((

∧

i∈I

FX
i

)

→
(

∨

i∈I

FX
i

))

. (39)

On the other hand,̂AX is classically equivalent, by Lemma 2, to

∧

I⊆{1,...,n} : op({wi : i∈I})6≺N

((

∧

i∈I

Fi

)

→
(

∨

i∈I

Fi

))X
.

Notice that, sinceX |= Â by Lemma 10, all implications in the formula above are
satisfied byX. Consequently,̂AX is classically equivalent to

∧

I⊆{1,...,n} : op({wi : i∈I})6≺N

((

∧

i∈I

Fi

)X
→

(

∨

i∈I

Fi

)X)

,

and then, by Lemma 2 again, to (39).

Proposition 12. Let A be an aggregate of the form (6) and letG be the corre-
sponding formula (9). Then

(a) G is classically equivalent toA, and
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(b) for any setX of atoms,GX is classically equivalent toAX .

Proof. Part (a) is immediate from Lemma 10, asG = Â. For part (b), we need
to show thatÂX is classical equivalent toAX . By Lemma 11,ÂX is classically
equivalent toÂX . It remains to notice thatÂX is classically equivalent toAX by
Lemma 10.

Lemma 12. For any aggregateop〈{F1 = w1, . . . , Fn = wn}〉 ≺ N , formula (9)
is classically equivalent to

∧

I⊆{1,...,n} : op({wi : i∈I})6≺N

(

∨

i∈I

Fi

)

(40)

if the aggregate is monotone, and to

∧

I⊆{1,...,n} : op({wi : i∈I})6≺N

(

¬
∧

i∈I

Fi

)

if the aggregate is antimonotone.

Proof. Consider the case of a monotone aggregate first. LetG be (9), andH
be (40). It is easy to verify thatH entailsG. The opposite direction remains.
AssumeG, and we want to derive every conjunctive term

∨

i∈I

Fi (41)

in H. For every conjunctive termD of the form (41) inH, op({wi : i ∈ I}) 6≺ N .
As the aggregate is monotone then, for every subsetI ′ of I, op({wi : i ∈ I ′}) 6≺
N , so that the implication

(

∧

i∈I′

Fi

)

→
(

∨

i∈I′

Fi

)

is a conjunctive term ofH for all I ′ ⊆ I. Then, sinceI ′ = I ∪ (I \ I ′), (“⇒”
denotes entailment, and “⇔” equivalence)
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H ⇒
∧

I′⊆I

((

∧

i∈I′

Fi

)

→
(

∨

i∈I′

Fi

))

⇔
∧

I′⊆I

(((

∧

i∈I′

Fi

)

∧
∧

i∈I′\I

¬Fi

)

→
(

∨

i∈I

Fi

))

⇔
(

∨

I′⊆I

((

∧

i∈I′

Fi

)

∧
∧

i∈I′\I

¬Fi

))

→ D.

The antecedent of the implication is a tautology: for each interpretationX, the
disjunctive term relative toI ′ = {i ∈ I : X |= Fi} is satisfied byX. We can
conclude thatH entailsD.

The proof for antimonotone aggregates is similar.

Proposition 13. For any aggregateop〈{F1 = w1, . . . , Fn = wn}〉 ≺ N , for-
mula (9) is strongly equivalent to

∧

I⊆{1,...,n} : op({wi : i∈I})6≺N

(

∨

i∈I

Fi

)

if the aggregate is monotone, and to
∧

I⊆{1,...,n} : op({wi : i∈I})6≺N

(

¬
∧

i∈I

Fi

)

if the aggregate is antimonotone.

Proof. Consider the case of a monotone aggregate first. LetG be (9), andH
be (40). In view of Proposition 5, it is sufficient to show thatGX is equivalent to
HX in classical logic for all setsX. If X 6|= H then alsoX 6|= G by Lemma 12, so
that both reducts are⊥. Otherwise (X |= H), by the same lemma,X |= G. Then,
by Lemma 11,GX is classically equivalent to (39). On the other hand, it is easy to
verify, by applying Lemma 2 toHX twice, thatHX is classically equivalent to

∧

I⊆{1,...,n} : op({wi : i∈I})6≺N

(

∨

i∈I

FX
i

)

.

The claim now follows from Lemma 12.
The reasoning for nonmonotone aggregates is similar.
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4.8 Proof of Proposition 14

Let Γ be the theory consisting of formulas (17)–(20).

Lemma 13. For any stable modelX of Γ, X contains an atomsi iff X contains
an atombj such that bidj involves selling objecti.

Proof. ConsiderΓ as a propositional theory. We notice that

• formulas (19) can be strongly equivalently grouped asm formulas (i =
1, . . . ,m)

(

∧

j=1,...,n: objecti is part of bidj

bj

)

→ si,

and

• no other formula ofΓ contains atoms of the formsi outside the scope of
negation.

Consequently, by the Completion Lemma (Proposition 9), formulas (19) inΓ can
be replaced bym formulas (i = 1, . . . ,m)

(

∧

j=1,...,n: objecti is part of bidj

bj

)

↔ si. (42)

preserving the stable models. It follows that every stable model ofΓ must satisfy
formulas (42), and the claim immediately follows.

Proposition 14. X 7→ {i : bi ∈ X} is a 1–1 correspondence between the sta-
ble models of the theory consisting of formulas (17)–(20) and a solution to Joe’s
problem.

Proof. Take any stable modelX of Γ. SinceX satisfies rules (18) ofΓ, condi-
tion (a) is satisfied. Condition (b) is satisfies as well, becauseX contains exactly
all atomssi sold in some bids by Lemma 13, and sinceX satisfies aggregate (20)
that belongs toΓ.

Now consider a solution of Joe’s problem. This determines which atoms of
the form bi belongs to a possible corresponding stable modelX. Consequently,
Lemma 13 determines also which atoms of the formsj belong toX, reducing the
candidate stable modelsX to one. We need to show that thisX is indeed a stable
model ofΓ. The reductΓX consists of (after a few simplifications)

(i) all atomsbi that belong toX (from (17)),

(ii) ⊤ from (18) since (a) holds,
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(iii) (by Lemma 13) implications (19) such that bothbj andsi belong toX, and

(iv) the reduct of (20) relative toX.

Notice that (i)–(iii) together are equivalent toX, so that every every proper subset
of X doesn’t satisfyΓX . It remains to show thatX |= ΓX . Clearly,X satisfies (i)–
(iii). To show thatX satisfies (iv) it is sufficient, by Lemma 5 (consider (20) as a
propositional formula), to show thatX satisfies (20): it does that by hypothesis (b).

4.9 Proof of Propositions 15 and 16

Lemma 14. If, for every aggregate, computingop(W ) ≺ N requires polynomial
time then

(a) checking satisfaction of a theory with aggregates requires polynomial time,
and

(b) computing the reduct of a theory with aggregates requires polynomial time.

Proof. Part (a) is easy to verify by structural induction. Computing the reduct
essentially consists of checking satisfaction of subexpressions of each formula of
the theory. Each check doesn’t require too much time by (a). It remains to notice
that each formula with aggregates has a linear number of subformulas.

Proposition 15. If, for every aggregate, computingop(W ) ≺ N requires poly-
nomial time then the existence of a stable model of a theory with aggregates is a
ΣP

2 -complete problem.

Proof. Hardness follows from the fact that theories with aggregates are a general-
ization of theories without aggregates. To prove inclusion, consider that the exis-
tence of a stable model of a theoryΓ is equivalent to satisfiability of:

existsX such thatfor all Y , if Y ⊆ X thenY |= ΓX iff X = Y

It remains to notice that, in view of Lemma 14, checking (for any X andY )

if Y ⊆ X thenY |= ΓX iff X = Y

requires polynomial time.

Lemma 15. Let F be a formula with aggregates containing monotone and anti-
monotone aggregates only, no equivalences and no implications other than nega-
tions. For any setsX, Y andZ such thatY ⊆ Z, if Y |= FX thenZ |= FX .
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function verifyAS(Γ,X}
if X 6|= Γ then return false
∆ := {FX → a : F → a ∈ Γ andX |= a}
Y := ∅
while there is a formulaG→ a ∈ ∆ such thatY |= G anda 6∈ Y

Y := Y ∪ {a}
end while
if Y = X then return true
return false

Figure 5: A polynomial-time algorithm that checks stable models of special kinds
of theories

Proof. Let G beF with each monotone aggregate replaced by (15) and each an-
timonotone aggregate replaced by (16). It is easy to verify thatG is a nested ex-
pression. Nested expressions have all negative occurrences of atoms in the scope
of negation, so ifY |= GX thenZ |= GX by Lemma (9). It remains to notice that
FX andGX are satisfied by the same sets of atoms by Propositions 13 and 12.

Proposition 16. Consider theories with aggregates consisting of formulas of the
form

F → a, (43)

wherea is an atom or⊥, andF contains monotone and antimonotone aggregates
only, no equivalences and no implications other than negations. If, for every ag-
gregate, computingop(W ) ≺ N requires polynomial time then the problem of the
existence of a stable model of theories of this kind is an NP-complete problem.

Proof. NP-hardness follows from the fact that theories with aggregates are a gen-
eralization of traditional programs, for which the same problem is NP-complete.
For inclusion in NP, it is sufficient to show that the time required to check if a set
X of atoms is a stable model ofΓ is polynomial. An algorithm that does this test
is in Figure 5. It is easy to verify that it is a polynomial timealgorithm. It remains
to prove that it is correct. IfX 6|= Γ then it is trivial. Now assume thatX |= Γ. It
is sufficient to show that

(a) ∆ is classically equivalent toΓX , and

(b) the last value ofY (we call itZ) is the unique minimal model of∆.

Indeed, for part (a), we notice that, sinceX |= Γ, ΓX is

{FX → aX : F → a ∈ Γ andX |= a}∪{FX → aX : F → a ∈ Γ andX 6|= a}.
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The first set is∆. The second set (which includes the case in whicha = ⊥) is a set
of ⊥ → ⊥. Indeed, eachaX = ⊥, and sinceX |= Γ, X doesn’t satisfy anyF and
thenFX = ⊥.

For part (b) it is easy to verify that thewhile loop iterates as long asY 6|= ∆,
so thatZ |= ∆. Now assume, in sake of contradiction, that there is a setZ ′

that satisfies∆ and that is not a superset ofZ. Consider, in the execution of the
algorithm, the first atoma 6∈ Z ′ added toY , and that value ofY ⊆ Z ′ to which
a has been added to. This means that∆ contains a formulaG → a such that
Y |= G. Recall thatG stands for a formula of the formFX , whereF is a formula
with aggregates with monotone and antimonotone aggregatesonly and without
implications (other than negations) or equivalences. Consequently, by Lemma 15,
Z ′ |= G. On the other hand,a 6∈ Z ′, soZ ′ 6|= G→ a, contradicting the hypothesis
thatZ ′ is a model of∆.

4.10 Proof of Proposition 17

Lemma 16. LetF andG two propositional formulas, and letF ′ andG′ the result
of replacing each occurrence of an atoma in F andG with a propositional formula
H. If F andG are strongly equivalent to each other thenF ′ andG′ are strongly
equivalent to each other.

Proof. It follows from Proposition 5, in view of the following fact:if F andG are
equivalent in the logic of here-and-there to each other thenF ′ andG′ are equivalent
in the logic of here-and-there to each other.

Lemma 17. Let F and G be two propositional formulas that are AND-OR com-
binations of⊤, ⊥ and atoms only. IfF andG are classically equivalent to each
other then they are strongly equivalent to each other also.

Proof. In view of Proposition 5, it is sufficient to show that, for every setX of
atoms,FX is classically equivalent toGX . By Lemma 2 we can distribute the
reduct operator inFX to its atoms. If follows thatFX is classically equivalent
to F with all occurrences of atoms that don’t belong toX replaced by⊥, and
similarly for GX . The fact thatFX is classically equivalent toGX now follows
from the classical equivalence betweenF andG.

Next Lemma immediately follows from our definition of satisfaction of aggre-
gates (Section 3.1 of this paper), and the definition of[L ≤ S] and [S ≤ U ] and
Proposition 1 from[Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2005b].

Lemma 18. For every weight constraintsL ≤ S and S ≤ U and any setX of
atoms,
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(a) X |= [L ≤ S] iff X |= sum〈S〉 ≥ L, and

(b) X |= [S ≤ U ] iff X |= sum〈S〉 ≤ U .

Proposition 17. In presence of nonnegative weights only,[N ≤ S] is strongly
equivalent tosum〈S〉 ≥ N , and[S ≤ N ] is strongly equivalent tosum〈S〉 ≤ N .

Proof. We start with (a), with the special case when rule elementsF1, . . . , Fn of
S are distinct atoms. Since the aggregate is monotone then, byLemma 13, we just
need to show that[N ≤ S] is strongly equivalent to (15). As classical equivalence
holds between[N ≤ S] andsum〈S〉 ≥ N by Lemma 18, the same relationship
holds between[N ≤ S] and (15). As both formulas are AND-OR combinations of
atoms, the claim follows by Lemma 17. The most general case of(a) follows from
the special case, by Lemma 16.

For part (b), we know, by Lemma 13, that antimonotone aggregate sum〈S〉 ≤
U (written as a formula (6)) is strongly equivalent to formula

∧

I⊆{1,...,n} :
P

i∈I
wi>U

(

¬
∧

i∈I

Fi

)

.

By applying DeMorgan’s law to this last formula (which preserves equivalence in
the logic of here-and-there and then it is a strongly equivalent transformation by
Proposition 5) we getS ≤ U .

4.11 Proof of Proposition 18

Given a PDB-aggregate of the form (6) and a setX of literals, byIX we denote
the set{i ∈ {1, . . . , n} : X |= Fi}.

Lemma 19. For each PDB-aggregate of the form (6), a setX of atoms satisfies a
formula of the formG(I1,I2) iff I1 ⊆ IX ⊆ I2.

Proof.

X |= G(I1,I2) iff X |= Fi for all i ∈ I1, andX 6|= Fi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ I2

iff X |= Fi for all i ∈ I1, and for everyi such thatX |= Fi, i ∈ I2

iff I1 ⊆ IX andIX ⊆ I2.

Lemma 20. For every PDB-aggregateA, Atr is classically equivalent to (9).
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Proof. Consider a setX of atoms. By Lemma 19,X |= Atr iff

X satisfies one of the disjunctive termsG(I1,I2) of Atr

and then iff

Atr contains a disjunctive termG(I1,I2) such thatI1 ⊆ IX ⊆ I2.

It is easy to verify that if this condition holds then one of such termsG(I1,I2) is
G(IX ,IX). Consequently,

X |= Atr iff Atr contains disjunctive termG(IX ,IX)

iff op(WIX
) ≺ N.

We have essentially found thatX |= Atr iff X |= A. The claim now follows by
Proposition 12(a).

Lemma 21. For any PDB-aggregateA, Atr is strongly equivalent to

(a)
∨

I∈{1,...,n}:op(WI)≺N

G(I,{1,...,n})

if A is monotone, and to

(b)
∨

I∈{1,...,n}:op(WI)≺N

G(∅,I)

if it is antimonotone.

Proof. To prove (a), assume thatA is monotone. Then, ifAtr contains a disjunctive
termG(I1,I2) then it contains the disjunctive termG(I1,{1,...,n}) as well. Consider
also that formulaG(I1,{1,...,n}) entailsG(I1,I2) in the logic of here-and-there. Then,
by Proposition 5, we can drop all disjunctive terms of the form G(I1,I2) with I2 6=
{1, . . . , n}, preserving strong equivalence. FormulaAtr becomes

∨

I1⊆{1,...,n}: for all I such thatI1 ⊆ I ⊆ {1, . . . , n}, op(WI) ≺ N

G(I1,{1,...,n}).

It remains to notice that, sinceA is monotone, ifop(WI1) ≺ N thenop(WI) ≺ N

for all I superset ofI1.
The proof for (b) is similar.
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Proposition 18For any monotone or antimonotone PDB-aggregatesA of the form (6)
whereF1, . . . , Fn are atoms,Atr is strongly equivalent to (9).

Proof. Let S be{F1 = w1, . . . , Fn = wn}. Lemma 20 says thatAtr is classically
equivalent to (9) for every formulasF1, . . . , Fn in S. We can then prove the claim
of this proposition using Lemma 17, by showing that bothAtr and (9) can be
strongly equivalently rewritten as AND-OR combinations of

• F1, . . . , Fn,⊤,⊥, if A is monotone, and

• ¬F1, . . . ,¬Fn,⊤,⊥, if A is antimonotone.

About (9), this has already been shown in the proof of Proposition 17, while, about
Atr, this is shown by Lemma 21. Indeed, eachG(I,{1,...,n}) is a (possibly empty)
conjunction of terms of the formFi, and eachG(∅,I) is a (possibly empty) conjunc-
tion of terms of the form¬Fi, since eachFi is an atom.

4.12 Proof of Proposition 19

We observe, first of all, that the definition of satisfaction of FLP-aggregates and
FLP-programs in[Faberet al., 2004] is equivalent to ours. The definition of a
reduct is different, however. Next lemma is easily provableby structural induc-
tion.

Lemma 22. For any nested expressionF without negations and any two setsX

andY of atoms such thatY ⊆ X, Y |= FX iff Y |= F.

Lemma 23. For any FLP-aggregateA and any setX of atoms, ifX |= A then

Y |= AX iff Y |= A.

Proof. Let A have the form (6). SinceX |= A, AX has the form

op〈{FX
1 = w1, . . . , F

X
n = wn}〉 ≺ N.

In case of FLP-aggregates, eachFi is a conjunction of atoms. Then, by Lemma 22,
Y |= FX

i iff Y |= Fi. The claim immediately follows from the definition of
satisfaction of aggregates.

Proposition 19.The stable models of a positive FLP-program under our semantics
are identical to its stable models in the sense of[Faberet al., 2004] .
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Proof. It is easy to see that ifX 6|= Π thenX 6|= ΠX andX 6|= ΠX , so thatX
is not a stable model under either semantics. Now assume thatX |= Π. We will
show that the two reducts are satisfied by the same subsets ofX. It is sufficient to
consider the case in whichΠ contains only one rule

A1 ∧ · · · ∧Am → a1 ∨ · · · ∨ an. (44)

If X 6|= A1 ∧ · · · ∧Am thenΠX = ∅, andΠX is the tautology

⊥ → (a1 ∨ · · · ∨ an)X .

Otherwise,ΠX is rule (44), andΠX is

AX
1 ∧ · · · ∧AX

m → (a1 ∨ · · · ∨ an)X .

These two reducts are satisfied by the same subsets ofX by Lemmas 22 and 23.

5 Conclusions

We have proposed a new definition of stable model — for proposition theories —
that is simple, very general, and that inherits several properties from logic programs
with nested expressions. On top of that, we have defined the concept of an aggre-
gate, both as an atomic operator and as a propositional formula. We hope that this
very general framework may be useful in the heterogeneous world of aggregates in
answer set programming.
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